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PRE-APPEAL BRIEF CONFERENCE 

Mail Stop AF 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
Sir: 

Applicants submit the following remarks in support of a Request for a Pre -Appeal Brief 
Conference. 
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REMARKS 

Claims 1-4, 9-20, 22, 23 and 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
allegedly failing to comply with the written description requirement. Claims 1-4, 9-20, 22, 23 
and 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102 (b) as allegedly being anticipated by Chaney (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,035,037). Claims 2, 10, 12, 15, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over Chaney (U.S. Patent No. 6,035,037) in view of Hurst, Jr. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,985,188). Applicant traverses these rejections and respectfully submits that 
the rejection of record is clearly not proper. 

Specifically, Applicant submits that the following clear legal deficiency exists in the 
rejection. Applicant respectfully submits that identifying a packet based on the packet's type or 
sub-stream does not disclose assigning a unique designator to the source device of a data stream. 
The Office Action equates identifying the type of packet in a data stream to identifying the 
source device of a packet in a data stream. Identifying a type of packet refers to whether a packet 
is an audio, video, or data packet. Conversely, assigning a unique designator to a source device 
may include identifying the tuner from which a stream of packets emanates, as a non-limiting 
example. One of ordinary skill in the art would not equate this unique tuner identification with 
identifying whether a packet contains audio, video, or data. For example, several packets may be 
of the same type and emanate from different source devices. In a system that identifies a packet 
by type, packets sent from multiple sources, but being the same type of packet, would have the 
same designator. Additionally, multiple packets of different types emanating from the same 
source would have different designators. Clearly, this packet-type identification fails to teach a 
unique source identification system. 

Applicant respectfully submits that "assigning to the source device of the at least one 
packetized data stream, a first unique designator" from claim 1 (and similarly recited in claims 
9, 1 1, 14, 18, and 28) is not taught by Chaney or any of the references of record. Although 
Applicant believes claims 1,9, 11, 14, 18, and 28 to be patentably distinct, the clear errors in 
rejecting similar elements for these claims are presented together in this section to facilitate the 
review. 

The Advisory Action alleges that 
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Chaney discloses the output signal of tuner 100, monitored by FEC 
100, is processed by the transport unit 120. This signal fdepicted 
[sic] in Figure 3 comprises a stream of data organized in packets of 
data bytes, i.e., "packetized data". Each packet is associated with a 
particular TYPE or SUB-STREAM, of information in the tuned 
chennel's [sic] data stream (i.e., wherein a particular TYPE, or 
SUB-STREAM, of information in the tuned chennel's [sic] data 
stream corresponds to a unique designator) (col. 4, lines 50-67). 
See Advisory Action. 

Applicant challenges the Examiner's statement, implying that Chaney teaches assigning a 
unique designator to the source device of a packetized stream, as clear error. Even if, arguendo, 
Chaney discloses identifying packets in a data stream, it certainly does not apply a unique 
designator to the source device of the packets. It is unclear how designating the type of 
packetized data corresponds to uniquely designating the source device that a particular packet 
emanates from. 

Chaney clearly fails to disclose the subject matter of the claims. Therefore, since all 
elements of the claims are not disclosed, taught, or suggested by the references of record, the 
rejection is improper and should be withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 

For at least the reasons set forth above, favorable reconsideration and allowance, or the 
re-opening of prosecution on the merits of the present application and all pending claims are 
hereby courteously requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 

THOMAS, KAYDEN, HORSTEMEYER 
& RISLEY, L.L.P. 



/BAB/ 

Benjamin A. Balser, Reg. No. 58,169 

100 Galleria Parkway, NW 
Suite 1750 

Atlanta, Georgia 30339-5948 
Tel: (770)933-9500 
Fax: (770) 951-0933 



